
Before the  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D.C. 

PUBLIC HEL?IMG--October 13, 1965 

Appeal #8386 Anthony P. Schmitt, appellant. 

The Zoning Administrator D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appellee. 

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r ied  the  following W e r  
was entered on October 19, 1965: 

That t h e  appeal f o r  a variance from the  use provisions of t h e  SP 
Di s t r i c t  t o  permit/offices at  I309 L S t r ee t ,  New,, l o t  859, square 247, be granted. 

general 
From the records and t he  evidence adduced a t  t he  hearing, t h e  Board f inds  

the  following fac t s :  

(1) Appellant's l o t  has a frontace of 19.1, f e e t  on L S t ree t ,  a depth of 
90 f e e t  and contains an area of 1740 square fee t  of Land. The proper-ty i s  located 
i n  t h e  SP D i s t r i c t  and is  across L S t ree t  from the  C-4 Dis t r i c t .  

(2) The property i s  improved with a three-s tow building with f in i shed  
basement. The bui lding i s  appro-tely 19 fee t  wide and 43 f e e t  deep. The 
property was formerly zoned f o r  general o f f i c e  use and was changed t o  SP under 
the  Lewis Plan. 

(3) On March 1954 a c e r t i f i c a t e  of occupancywas issued f o r  an a r ch i t ec t ' s  
off ice ,  A t  t h e  time a c e r t i f i c a t e  of occupancy f o r  gener::l o f f i c e s  could have 
been issued. Ap7ellant s t a t e s  that t h e  location was not su i tab le  f o r  the  architect,  
and he l e f t  and t h a t  t h e  property has now been vacant f o r  ap?roximately one year. 

(4) The applicant  has a construction business and appellant  s t a t e s  t h a t  thejc 
building i s  su i tab le  f o r  t h a t  type of use. He f 'urther s t a t ed  t h a t  it w i l l  be a 
s ingle  purpose building. He s t a t ed  t h a t  most of t h e  uses i n  t h e  block a r e  
nenersl coanercial  and t ha t  the  only building vhich ccq!-ies with t he  SP Di s t r i c t  d - 
i s  an off ice  of a uaCoil soup.  

(5) There was nc ob3eotion t o  t h e  granting of t h i s  appeal regis tered a t  t h e  
public hewin;;. 

OPINION: 

We are  of t he  opinion t ha t  appellant  has proven a hardship wi thin  the provi- 
s ions  of Section 8207.U of the  Zoning Regul?tions and t h a t  a den ia l  of h i s  request 
w i l l  ~ s u l t  i n  peculiar  and exceptional p r zc t i c a l  d i f  5 - c u l t i e s  t o  or  exceptional 
and undue hardship upon the  ov-ner of t h e  property. 

I n  making t h i s  f inding t h e  Bozrd i s  of t h e  opinion t h a t  t he  character  of 
uses i n  t h i s  block of L S t r e e t  which is p&:arily general o f f i c e  and t ha t  the  
zoningacross  L S t r e e t  i s  C-li, that t h i s  r e l i e f  can be granted without subs tan t ia l  
detriment t o  t he  public good and without subs tan t ia l ly  impairing the  in ten t ,  
purpose, and i n t e g r i t y  of t:le zone plan a s  embodied i n  the  zoning regulat ions  
and map. 


